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For the American businessman, the subject would be told:
"He is a very typical American businessman . . . who lives in a large city in the United States.' For the French college professor, the subjects would be told:
"He is a very typical French college professor . . . who lives in a large city in France," etc.
Next, subjects were asked to turn the page and choose from a list of 38 traits (See Table 3 , which comtains the trait names in English, French, and German) those which "best characterized the person described." Subjects were allowed to choose as many as they wished.
After the trait list had been checked (in the case of the triple-impression group, after trait lists for all three stimulus persons had been checked), subjects were next asked the bases on which they had checked specific traits on the list A series of letters were used to describe these determinants of each trait-choice. For each trait checked, subjects wrote:
E if the trait energetic of the stimulus person contributed to that choice,
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specify freely any other determinants of their choice, although few actually did.
Since we shall rely heavily upon the report of subjects concerning the determinants of their choice of traits, a word about the "meaning" of such reports is necessary. One cannot naively assume that subjects "know" what led them to check a particular trait. It is as conceivable that the degree of one's hostility toward a businessman-father is as much a determinant of choice as anything contained in the sketch. But it would be just as naive to assume out of hand that subjects, university students in this case, are completely incapable of "knowing" the basis for their selection of traits. The issue
is not one that can be resolved. Yet, we have asked our subjects to indicate the basis of their choices. We take their responses as symptomatic not of the "true" basis of choice--whatever that may mean ontologically--but rather as a basis for inferring what underlies their choice. In fact, the only proper basis of inference would be further systematic variation in the trait lts used, in the instructions given subjects, and in the nature of the responses they gave by which we make our inferences about causes. We shall go ahead in this paper treating our subjects' reports on determinants as if they could be taken as a proper basis of inference.
In a final section we shall reconsider the matter.
Design-of the Trait List
The traits used to characterize the stimulus persons were constructed in the following way, the activity being conducted in English:
(1) A list of synonyms of the stimulus traits energetic, intelligent, aid well-adjusted were gathered;
(2) synonyms were divided into dichotomized groupings on the basis of certain dimensions. (See Table 3 ) Synonyms of the stimulus trait energetic, for example, were subdivided into "focused-energetic" and "diffuse-energetic." Under focusedenergetic we put the traits: bustling, animated, spirited, aid vivacious. These dichotomies were based on hunches concerning shifts in the meaning of stimulus traits when connected with persons of various nationalities.
The final ordering of traits in the list was random. Recall that subjects were asked to report the determinants of each trait they checked.
With the exception of two traits all traits on the list were found to be determined by the stimulus traits for which they were designed to be synonyms. So subjects checking "sensible" on the trait list would more often report that the "intelligent" characteristic of the stimulus person determined their choice rather than the fact that he was said to be "well-adjusted" or "energetic."
In both France and Germany the researchers were given the into another, the reader is referred to the reports of Perlmutter, Mayntz, and Hurtig, (7) and Lenneberg and Roberts (5).
RESULTS
One of our hypotheses was that subjects operating in the triple-impression situation will rely more heavily on nationality as a determinant than will the single-impression subjects.
A gross test of the hypothesis is provided by comparing the number of times on the average that subjects in the two situations indicated that their choice of a trait for characterizing the person was based upon knowledge of nationality. Grouping together all French, American, and German stimulus persons without regard to occupation and comparing the average number of times that subjects justified their choice of a trait by refer-
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ence to nationality, we obtain the confirmatory results presented in Table 4 .
Insert Table 4 
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18 such comparisons are possible for the single-impression situation and another 1R for the triple-impression procedure.
In 34 out of the 36 comparisons thus afforded, nationality is used more frequently as a determinant in forming an impression of a foreigner than of a compatriot, again a statistically highly reliable result. We come now to several corrolaries of the major hypothesis with which we have just been concerned. The first of these has to do with the specificity of the category into which a stimulus person is "coded." Recall that subjects were given sketches of a college professor, a businessman, and apperson of unspecified vocation varying, of course, in nationality. Recall also that the subjects are themselves university students in working contact with professors perhaps more than with businessmen.
It would follow then that the category "professors" would be more differentiated for them than the category "businessmen."
We would hypothesize, then, that vocation would more often be used as a determinant in forming an impression of a businessman 12.
than of a professor--at least amongst our university-based subjects. Such is indeed the case. Consider first the nine single-impression groups. For American subjects, for example, we can ask whether vocation is more often used as a basis for forming an impression of an "A merican businessman" or an "American professor." We can also compare German professor and businessman and French professor and businessman for this group of subjects and for subjects of other nationalities. This gives us nine possible comparisons. In all nine of these comparisons, the results come out as expected: vocation is more frequently named as a basis of checking list traits for businessman than for professor. These results are summarized in Table 5 where the material for the triple-impression condition is also pre- Table 5 , he will note that they are more of the order of ties than of reversals in two of the three cases.
Insert Table 5 about here THE NATURE OF THE IMPRESSIONS FORMED Our object in the present report is to consider principally the nature of the impression-forming process and the factors that may influence this process.
In the preceding section, the emphasis has been upon determinants, and in the one that follows
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it will be upon the facets of the images formed by our subjects as inferred from the traits they actually checked in characterizing the various stimulus persons presented.
A full presentation of the traits ascribed to Americans, Frenchmen, and Germans of different occupation by respondents of these several nationalities would be a forbidding undertaking.
There are 36 groups of subjects, each with a somewhat different kind of stimulus person, at least different in terms of conditions under which presented. And there are 39 traits which may be checked.
One approach is to choose a particularly interesting stimulus person--one whose image seems to loom large in the political and social sphere: the American businessman. We will limit our discussion to him as illustrative. 3 To reduce the complexity of the image that emerges, we limit ourselves to a discussion of those traits that are checked by at least 50% of respondents from a given country. These we may regard as "consensual" impressions. In Table 6 are set forth those traits in which such a consensus was found with respect to the image of the American businessman. The pattern is not so unattractive as one might be led to believe by reports in mass media. All three nationalities, regardless of the method of testing, agree that the American businessman is "determined,"
and there is also rather wide agreement that he is "sensible."
French respondents rather agree with their American fellows in seeing him as "satisfied" and "level headed"--rather a sobersided image-,-whereas the Germans appear to emphasize a consUlation of "resolute," "tenacious," and "calculating." It is difficult,
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of course, to extract an organized image from a set of checked items on a trait list--and also from the items that go unchecked.
For as Asch has so wisely pointed out and demonstrated (2), traits fuse together in an organization and the organization is often dominated by a single trait.
We have no way of determining from 'our data, for example, whether "calculating" is the organizer of many German impressions, or "resolute" of French images. What seems very striking in Table 6 is that
there is not such a sharp difference in the images of subjects of three nationalities and to this topic we turn next.
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Insert Table 6 about here
COMUNALITY IN I[AGES
Given 3P traits on a list, subjects of a given nationality may agree (50a or better) on all, some, or none of the traits when characterizing a stimulus person of given characteristics. by 12/38 by 14/38, using the resulting fraction as the proportion of 3R traits where all three nations would be expected to agree by chance. The same procedure would be followed for agreed-upon omissions.
The sum of actually agreed-upon inclusions plus agreed-upon omissions is the total of obtained agreements.
Expected and obtained levels of communality for inclusion and omission are to be found in Table 7 .
The statistical reader should be warned that the method of computing expected proportions is based on an assumption of independence between items on the lists checked by our subjects--an assumption found necessary thus far in solving the three-deck matching problem (cf. Battin, 3). The assumption is peculiar, since there is obviously nonindependence in the checking of two such list items as "determined" and "tenacious." In consequence, the null hypothesis provided by computation of expected levels according to the method set forth is the nullest possible and is therefore too lenient.
Insert We may conclude this section by saying then that there is greater agreement among people of different nationalities about characterizing stimulus persons who are compatriots to some and foreigners to others than would be expected by chance. That this degree of communality is obviously not great enough to obviate serious differences in imagery between people of different nationality is evident from the experience of intercultural misunderstanding.
RECAPITULATION
Our first and perhaps most general hypothesis is that if objects that are alike in all respects save one are considered together, their difference in this one respect will be more critical in the impression one forms of the objects. Three Our second hypothesis is similarly simple. If a person or object be "placed" or classified in an undifferentiated category with the members of which one has had little experience, the effect will be for the general properties of the undifferentiated category to have a greater effect on the impression formed of the individual so placed than if the placement had been in a more differentiated category. Category membership, in brief, will have a more telling effect on the impression formed of one of its members in the degree to which the category is differentiated. More differentiated categories have
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less "stereotyping" effect than less differentiated ones. Thus, the nationality of a person will stereotype one's impression of him to the degree that the nationality is well or poorly known to one. So too with occupation.
A college professor will do little stereotyping on the basis of being told that a man he is meeting teaches at a university. Should he know businessmen less well, the announcement that the man in question earns his living in commerce will have a graater effect on the impression formed.
Our two principal hypotheses leave much ground still unturned in the matter of how one forms impressions of compatriots and foreigners, but it does serve to sharpen up a few issues.
Impression formation depends in massive degree on categorization processes.
In essence, we place a person or thing in a category on the basis of a few minimal cues--like a statement of his nationality or occupation--and then proceed to "run off" along the lines of the higher probability attributes associated with people or events included in the category. As noted in a recent work of Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin (4), the attributes that will be emphasized under these circumstances are dictated at least in part by the nature of the discrimination that the impression-former has to make. If one should be asked for the characteristics of man that distinguish him from bears, one set of attributes will become salient. If the task is to distinguish man from all other species we may have recourse to the old characterization of man as a featherless biped. In sum, placement of the object about which an impression is being formed determines the reservoir of traits that will constitute one's
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impression, and the selection among these traits will be determined by the nature of the task the person conceives himself to be engaged in. If the task is specifically comparative--comparing Indians and Negroes--the emphasis will tend to be upon the principal differentiae of the two. If it is Indians per se that is our ccncern, we will tend to choose those features of Indians that distinguish them from all other groupings, and pigmentation is likely to be less important. The other factor that will determine which among the possible attributes of a category will be decisive in determining the impression formed of one of its members depends somewhat upon the "sorting"
of attributes associated with the category.
Where one has developed a high degree of differentiation--that certain attributes at first thought to be universally associated with members of a category are not universal but only of, say, middling probability--then there will be less tendency to build an impression of the individual out of a dominant set of rather stereotyped attributes. Or, to put the matter more elegantly, a differentiated category is one in which there is a better representation of the likelihood with which specific traits are associated with all or most of its members.
We return at last to the methodological problem introduced Let the reader suspend judgment in the present case, or better still, let him consider whether at this stage of research it is better to commit a Type I or a Type II error.
One final word is in order. Impression formulation is not a separate sort of cognitive activity and we are in the debt of Asch (2) for making this clear. It is a phenomenon that requires close analysis in terms of cognitive theory--whether the theory be associationistic, Gestalt, or the type of information-utilization theory that informs the present enterprise.
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22. In 17 of the 18 comparisons possible, the differences were greater for the single-impression groups, a result significant beyond the .01 level.
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